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Methods	Pubmed	database	 search	 for	meta-analyses	of	RCTs	on	OME,	 in	English	 language,	





















Εισαγωγή	 Η	 ανεπαρκής	 αξιολόγηση	 της	 ποιότητας	 των	 μετα-αναλύσεων	 τυχαιοποιημένων	








ΕΜΩ,	στην	αγγλική	 γλώσσα	και	 έχουν	εκδοθεί	από	 το	1991	έως	 το	2017.	Η	ποιότητα	 τους	
αξιολογήθηκε	με	ένα	ερωτηματολόγιο	27	στοιχείων,	βάσει	του	PRISMA	Statement	και	η	πίστη	
τους	 σε	 αυτό	αξιολογήθηκε	 πριν	 και	 μετά	 την	 έκδοση	 του,	 συνολικά	 και	 αναφορικά	με	 τη	
συντηρητική	και	χειρουργική	αντιμετώπιση	της.		
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To	 serve	 these	objectives,	 not	 only	 the	 conduction,	 but	 also	 the	 reporting	quality	 of	meta-
analyses	should	be	optimal.	Evidence	that	reporting	quality	of	systematic	reviews	and	meta-
analyses	is	suboptimal	[2],	led	to	the	development	of	an	assessment	tool	by	a	team	of	authors,	













treatment	 of	 it,	 either	 conservative	with	 the	 use	 of	 antibiotics,	 steroids	 and	 vaccination	 or	












in	 future	 decision-making	 in	 clinical	 practice.	 So	 far,	 there	 has	 been	 no	 published	 study	
assessing	the	reporting	quality	of	meta-analyses	of	RCTs	in	OME	to	our	knowledge,	during	this	
time-period	of	26	years,	whereas	there	have	been	studies	assessing	the	reporting	quality	of	
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and	 to	 determine	 whether	 this	 reporting	 quality	 has	 improved	 since	 2009,	 when	 PRISMA	
































second	 from	 2009	 to	 2017	 June	 (post-PRISMA	 period).	 Adherence	 to	 PRISMA	 Statement	
between	the	two	publication	periods	was	compared	by	calculating	the	respective	Odds	Ratio	
(OR)	and	95%	Confidence	 Interval	 (95%	CI)	of	 reporting	an	 item	 in	 the	pre-	or	post-PRISMA	
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1.	 Identify	 as	 a	 Sys	 Rev	
or/and	meta-analysis	
0.67	(14)	 0.66	(8)	 0.67	(6)	 1	[0.160,	6.255]	 1	
Abstract	
2.	Structured	Summary	 0.90	(19)	 0.83	(10)	 1	(9)	 NA*	 0.486	
Introduction	
3.	Rationale	 1	(21)	 1	(12)	 1	(9)	 ΝΑ	 ΝΑ	




0.38	(8)	 0.33	(4)	 0.44	(4)	 1.6	[0.270,	9.490]	 0.673	
6.Eligibility	 criteria/Study	
characteristics	
0.90	(19)	 1	(12)	 0.78	(7)	 NA	 0.171	
7.	Information	sources	 0.90	(19)	 0.83	(10)	 1	(9)	 NA	 0.486	
8.	Search	 0.71	(15)	 0.75	(9)	 0.67	(6)	 0.667	[0.099,	4.478]	 1	








11.	Data	items		 0.62	(13)	 0.75	(9)	 0.44	(4)	 0.267	[0.042,	1.702]	 0.203	
12.	 Risk	 of	 bias	 in	
individual	studies		
0.43	(9)	 0.25	(3)	 0.67	(6)	 6	[0.893,	40.306]	 0.087	
13.	Summary	measures		 0.67	(14)	 0.75	(9)	 0.56	(5)	 0.417	[0.065,	2.66]	 0.397	
14.	Synthesis	of	results		 0.95	(20)	 1	(12)		 0.89	(8)	 NA	 0.429	
15.	 Risk	 of	 bias	 across	
studies		
0.43	(9)	 0.5	(6)	 0.33	(3)	 0.5	[0.084,	2.992]	 0.660	
16.	Additional	analyses		
	




17.	Study	selection	 0.71	(15)	 0.58	(7)	 0.89	(8)	 5.714	[0.532,	
61.410]	
0.178	
18.	Study	characteristics		 0.76	(16)	 0.83	(10)	 0.67	(6)	 0.4	[0.051,	3.125]	 0.611	
19.	 Risk	 of	 bias	 within	
studies		
0.33	(7)	 0.17	(2)	 0.56	(5)	 6.25	[0.839,	46.57]	 0.159	
20.	 Results	 of	 individual	
studies		
0.81	(17)	 0.83	(10)	 0.78	(7)	 0.7	[0.079,	6.224]	 1	
21.	Synthesis	of	results		 0.95	(20)	 0.92	(11)	 1	(9)	 NA	 1	
22.	 Risk	 of	 bias	 across	
studies	
0.24	(5)	 0.17	(2)	 0.33	(3)	 2.5	[0.32,	19.529]	 0.611	
23.	Additional	analysis	 0.62	(13)	 0.58	(7)	 0.67	(6)	 1.429	[0.236,	8.637]	 1	
Discussion	
24.	Summary	of	evidence	 1	(21)	 1	(12)	 1	(9)	 NA	 NA	
25.	Limitations	 1	(21)	 1	(12)	 1	(9)	 NA	 NA	
26.	Conclusions	 1	(21)	 1	(12)	 1	(9)	 NA	 NA	
Funding	
27.	Funding	 0.57	(12)	 0.42	(5)	 0.78	(7)	 4.9	[0.7,	34.3]	 0.184	
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articles	 after	 its	 publication.	 Results	 are	 presented	 in	 Table	 3.	 No	 statistically	 significant	
difference	is	identified	between	the	reporting	quality	of	the	two	periods.	14	out	of	27	items’	
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1.	 Identify	 as	 a	 Sys	 Rev	
or/and	meta-analysis	
0.625	(5)	 0.60	(3)	 0.67	(2)	 1.333	[0.067,	26,618]	 1	
Abstract	
2.	Structured	Summary	 0.88	(7)	 0.80	(4)	 1	(3)	 NA*	 1	
Introduction	
3.	Rationale	 1	(8)	 1	(5)	 1	(3)	 ΝΑ	 ΝΑ	
4.	Objectives	 0.88	(7)	 0.80	(4)	 1	(3)	 NA	 1	
Methods	
5.	Protocol/Registration	No	 0.25	(2)	 0.40	(2)	 0	(0)	 NA	 0.464	
6.Eligibility	 criteria/Study	
characteristics	
0.88	(7)	 1	(5)	 0.67	(2)	 NA	 0.375	
7.	Information	sources	 0.88	(7)	 0.80	(4)	 1	(3)	 NA	 1	
8.	Search	 0.75	(6)	 0.60	(3)	 1	(3)	 NA	 0.464	
9.	Study	selection	 0.63	(5)	 0.60	(3)	 0.67	(2)	 1.333	[0.067,	26.618]	 1	
10.	Data	collection	process		 0.88	(7)	 0.80	(4)	 1	(3)		 NA	 1	
11.	Data	items		 0.75	(6)	 0.80	(4)	 0.67	(2)	 0.5	[0.019,	12.898]	 1	
12.	Risk	of	bias	in	individual	
studies		
0.63	(5)	 0.60	(3)	 0.67	(2)	 1.333	[0.067,	26.618]	 1	
13.	Summary	measures		 0.88	(7)	 1	(5)	 0.67	(2)	 NA	 0.375	
14.	Synthesis	of	results		 0.88	(7)	 1	(5)		 0.67	(2)	 NA	 0.375	
15.	 Risk	 of	 bias	 across	
studies		
0.75	(6)	 0.80	(4)	 0.67	(2)	 0.5	[0.019,	12.898]	 1	
16.	Additional	analyses		
	
0.63	(5)		 0.60	(3)	 0.67	(2)	 1.333	[0.067,	26.618]	 1	
Results	
17.	Study	selection	 0.88	(7)	 0.80	(4)	 1	(3)	 NA	 1	
18.	Study	characteristics		 1	(8)	 1	(5)	 1	(3)	 NA	 NA	
19.	 Risk	 of	 bias	 within	
studies		
0.5	(4)	 0.40	(2)	 0.67	(2)	 3	[0.150,	59.890]	 1	
20.	 Results	 of	 individual	
studies		
1	(8)	 1	(5)	 1	(3)	 NA	 NA	
21.	Synthesis	of	results		 1	(8)	 1	(5)	 1	(3)	 NA	 	NA	
22.	 Risk	 of	 bias	 across	
studies	
0.25	(2)	 0.20	(1)	 0.33	(1)	 2	[0.078,	51.593]	 1	
23.	Additional	analysis	 0.88	(7)	 0.80	(4)	 1	(3)	 NA	 1	
Discussion	
24.	Summary	of	evidence	 1	(8)	 1	(5)	 1	(3)	 NA	 NA	
25.	Limitations	 1	(8)	 1	(5)	 1	(3)	 NA	 NA	
26.	Conclusions	 1	(8)	 1	(5)	 1	(3)	 NA	 NA	
Funding	
27.	Funding	 0.63	(5)	 0.60	(3)	 0.67	(2)	 1.333	[0.067,	26.618]	 1	
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1.	 Identify	 as	 a	 Sys	 Rev	
or/and	meta-analysis	
0.73	(8)	 0.80	(4)	 0.67	(4)	 0.5	[0.031,	7.994]	 1	
Abstract	
2.	Structured	Summary	 0.91	(10)	 0.80	(4)	 1	(6)	 NA*	 0.455	
Introduction	
3.	Rationale	 1	(11)	 1	(5)	 1	(6)	 ΝΑ	 ΝΑ	
4.	Objectives	 0.82	(9)	 	 0.60	(3)	 1	(6)	 NA	 0.182	
Methods	
5.	Protocol/Registration	No	 0.45	(5)	 0.20	(1)	 0.67	(4)	 8	[0.500,	127.900]	 0.242	
6.Eligibility	 criteria/Study	
characteristics	
0.91	(10)	 1	(5)	 0.83	(5)	 NA	 1	
7.	Information	sources	 0.91	(10)	 0.80	(4)	 1	(6)	 NA	 0.455	
8.	Search	 0.64	(7)	 0.80	(4)	 0.50	(3)	 0.250	[0.017,	3.770]	 0.545	
9.	Study	selection	 0.73	(8)	 0.60	(3)	 0.83	(5)	 3.333	[0.204,	54.532]	 0.545	
10.	Data	collection	process		 0.73	(8)	 0.60	(3)	 0.83	(5)	 3.333	[0.204,	54.532]	 0.545	
11.	Data	items		 0.45	(5)	 0.60	(3)	 0.33	(2)	 0.333	[0.028,	3.926]	 0.567	
12.	Risk	of	bias	in	individual	
studies		
0.36	(4)	 0	(0)	 0.67	(4)	 NA	 0.061	
13.	Summary	measures		 0.55	(6)	 0.60	(3)	 0.50	(3)	 0.417	[0.065,	2.66]	 1	
14.	Synthesis	of	results		 1	(11)	 1	(5)	 1	(6)	 NA	 NA	
15.	 Risk	 of	 bias	 across	
studies		
0.18	(2)	 0.20	(1)	 0.17	(1)	 0.8	[0.037,	17.196]	 1	
16.	Additional	analyses		
	
0.36	(4)	 0.60	(3)	 0.17	(1)	 0.133	[	0.008,	2.181]	 0.242	
Results	
17.	Study	selection	 0.64	(7)	 0.4	(2)	 0.83	(5)	 7.5	[0.458,	122.696]	 0.242	
18.	Study	characteristics		 0.55	(6)	 0.60	(3)	 0.50	(3)	 0.667	[0.060,	7.352]	 1	
19.	 Risk	 of	 bias	 within	
studies		
0.27	(3)	 0	(0)	 0.50	(3)	 NA	 0.182	
20.	 Results	 of	 individual	
studies		
0.64	(7)	 0.60	(3)	 0.67	(4)	 1.333	[0.113,	15.704]	 1	
21.	Synthesis	of	results		 0.91	(10)	 0.80	(4)	 1	(6)	 NA	 0.455	
22.	 Risk	 of	 bias	 across	
studies	
0.27	(3)	 0.20	(1)	 0.33	(2)	 2.5	[0.32,	19.529]	 1	
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the	 PRISMA	 Datatabase	 of	 Endorsers	 (found	 in	 this	 link:	 http://www.prisma-
statement.org/Endorsement/PRISMAEndorsers),	 only	 2	 out	 of	 these	 9	 journals,	 them	 being	
Pediatrics	 and	 JAMA	 have	 already	 endorsed	 PRISMA	 Statement,	 representing	 19%	 of	 the	
articles.		The	rest	81%	of	the	articles	has	been	published	in	non-endorser	journals,	according	
to	 the	 database	 above.	 Interesting	 is	 the	 fact	 that	 none	 of	 these	 journals	 that	 focuses	 on	
Otorhinolaryngology	itself,	has	endorsed	PRISMA	Statement.	Searching	the	above	mentioned	














23.	Additional	analysis	 0.36	(4)	 0.20	(1)	 0.50	(3)	 4	[0.265,	60.325]	 0.545	
Discussion	
24.	Summary	of	evidence	 1	(11)	 1	(5)	 1	(6)	 NA	 NA	
25.	Limitations	 1	(11)	 1	(5)	 1	(6)	 NA	 NA	
26.	Conclusions	 1	(11)	 1	(5)	 1	(6)	 NA	 NA	
Funding	















4	 Vaccine	 9.5%	(n=2)	 no	
5	 European	Archives	of	Oto-Rhino-Laryngology	 9.5%	(n=2)	 no	
6	 The	Laryngoscope	 9.5%	(n=2)	 no	
7	 JAMA	 4.8%	(n=1)	 yes	
8	 Archives	of	Disease	in	Childhood	 4.8%	(n=1)	 no	
9	 Health	Technology	Assessment	 4.8%	(n=1)	 no	
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This	 study	 presents	 evidence	 that	 the	 reporting	 quality	 of	meta-analyses	 of	 RCTs	 on	OME,	
according	to	a	27-item	questionnaire	based	on	the	PRISMA	Statement,	is	low.	No	statistically	
significant	difference	is	identified	in	the	reporting	quality	before	and	after	the	publication	of	
PRISMA	 Statement	 in	 overall.	 PRISMA	 items	 that	 are	 more	 general,	 such	 as	 (3)	 Rationale	
(Introduction)	and	 (24)	 Summary	of	 evidence,	 (25)	 Limitations,	 (26)	Conclusions	 (Discussion)	





Further	 comparisons	 of	 the	 reporting	 quality	 of	 meta-analyses	 focusing	 on	 conservative	
treatment	and	on	surgical	treatment	of	OME,	in	the	pre-	and	post-PRISMA	period,	reveal	similar	










Statement	so	 far.	None	of	 the	three	ENT	 journals	 taken	 into	consideration	 in	 this	study	has	
endorsed	PRISMA	Statement.	 In	the	PRISMA-endorsers	database,	only	two	ENT	 journals	are	











the	 results.	 The	 number,	 though,	 represents	 all	 the	 available	 eligible	 studies	 in	 Pubmed	










journals	 should	 endorse	 PRISMA	 Statement,	 in	 order	 to	 enhance	 the	 reporting	 quality	 of	
articles	and	to	ensure	 the	safety	 in	 the	decision-making	 for	 the	clinical	practice	and	patient	
care,	for	diseases	such	as	OME	that	affect	a	 lot	of	children	and	have	a	great	 impact	 in	their	
quality	of	life.	
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